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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address « 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 
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Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 
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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is a Non-Final Office Action in response to the communication 
received on October 1, 2003. Claims 1-9 are now pending in this application. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The examiner has reviewed the patents and publications supplied in the 
Information Disclosure Statements (IDS) provided on October 14, 2004 and April 2, 
2007. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1 , 4-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Sisley 
et al. (U.S. 5,467,268). 

As per claim 1, Sisley et al. discloses an engineer assignment method for 
selecting an engineer who processes an incident occurring in a target to be processed, 
comprising: 

transmitting a process request to a management device from the target 
to be processed (col. 6, lines 6-10; A call set is a customer service call requesting repair 
service of a machine.); 
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managing information referenced by a predetermined rule used for selecting an 
engineer using the management device (col. 5, line 65-coI. 6, line 5; A technician set 
includes a set of skills for each technician indicating particular machines the technician 
is qualified to repair as well as a location in which the technician operates. All of this 
data is used for selecting a technician.); and 

selecting, in response to the process request, the engineer in accordance with 
the predetermined rule, wherein the predetermined rule refers to location information on 
engineer candidates, on the target to be processed that transmits the process request, 
and on an object required for the process request (col. 6, lines 18-26; An assignment 
set is used to select a technician in response to a service request.). 

As per claim 4, Sisley et al. discloses the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
repeatedly obtaining location information on the target to be processed or location 
information on the object when the target to be processed or the object move using the 
management device (col. 7, lines 39-45; Data on technicians and service calls is 
continuously updated.). 

As per claim 5, Sisley et al. discloses the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
predetermined rule refers to a process status representing whether the engineer 
candidates are on standby (col. 6, lines 1-5; Technician schedules/availability are 
tracked, where the technician assignment rules uses such data to assign technicians to 
service calls.). 
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As per claim 6, Sisley et al. discloses the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
predetermined rule refers also to a prediction time of process completion by an engineer 
who is processing another incident (col. 6, lines 6-26; col. 21, lines 38-46). 

As per claim 7, Sisley et al. discloses the method of claim 1 wherein: 

the predetermined rule refers to location information on engineer 
candidates and location information on a target to be processed to cause the 
management device to select at least one engineer (col. 6, lines 6-26). 

As per claim 8, Sisley et al. discloses the method of claim 1 wherein: 
the predetermined rule refers to location information on the selected engineer and 
location information on the object to cause the management device to select further at 
least one engineer (col. 6, lines 6-26). 

As per claim 9, Sisley et al. discloses the method of claim 1, wherein the 
management device manages process history of engineer candidates, and wherein the 
method further comprising: 

referring to the process histories of the engineer candidates to judge whether 
information used for the selected engineer to process the incident is necessary, and 
transmitting the information used to process the incident to the selected engineer when 
the information is necessary (col. 20, lines 19-45; col. 21, line 65-col. 22, line 3; Figures 
9-10; The scheduler module is constantly invoked by the assigner module to evaluate 
technician assignments (i.e., process histories) in order to determine the best-fit match 
of technician to service call.). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 2-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sisley et al. (U.S. 5,467,268). 

As per claim 2, Sisley et al. does not expressly disclose wherein the 
predetermined rule refers further to information on tools carried by the engineer 
candidates, and on a tool required to process the incident. However, Sisley et al. does 
disclose maintaining information on the skills of the technician where the information 
includes whether a technician is qualified to work on a certain machine (col. 5, line 65- 
col. 6, line 1). Examiner takes Official Notice that it is old and well known in the art that 
information concerning whether or not a technician is qualified to work on a certain 
machine includes whether or not the technician is knowledgeable about any tools 
necessary to work on the machine. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Sisley et al. to have the 
technician qualification information include whether a technician has the tools necessary 
to answer a service call because doing so provides further assurance as to the 
qualification of a technician, thereby ensuring that the most qualified technician is 
dispatched to the service call. 
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As per claim 3, Sisley et al. does not expressly disclose wherein information on a 
tool required to process the incident is contained in the process request. However, 
Sisley et al. does disclose maintaining information on the skills of the technician where 
the information includes whether a technician is qualified to work on a certain machine 
(col. 5, line 65-col. 6, line 1). Examiner takes Official Notice that it is old and well known 
in the art that information concerning whether or not a technician is qualified to work on 
a certain machine includes whether or not the technician is knowledgeable about any 
tools necessary to work on the machine. At the time of the invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to modify Sisley et al. to have the 
technician qualification information include whether a technician has the tools necessary 
to answer a service call because doing so provides further assurance as to the 
qualification of a technician, thereby ensuring that the most qualified technician is 
dispatched to the service call. 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Glovitz et al. (U.S. 5,682,421) discusses an automated dispatch system; 

• Levine et al. (U.S. 7,283,971) discusses a system and method for managing 
mobile workers; 

• Harrison et al. (U.S. 6,990,458) discusses a system and method for technician 
dispatch; and 



Application/Control Number: 10/678,017 



Page 7 



Art Unit: 3623 

• Walker et al. (U.S. 5,962,91 1) discusses resource allocation. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to C. Michelle Tarae whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6727. The examiner can normally be reached Monday - Friday from 8:30am to 
5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz, can be reached at 571-272-6729. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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